Date: Mon, 19 Apr 93 13:16:40 PDT 

From: Ham-Policy Mailing List and Newsgroup <ham-policy@ucsd.edu> 
Errors-To: Ham-Policy-Errors@UCSD.Edu 

Reply-To: Ham-Policy@UCSD.Edu 

Precedence: Bulk 

Subject: Ham-Policy Digest V93 #104 

To: Ham-Policy 


Ham-Policy Digest Mon, 19 Apr 93 Volume 93 : Issue 104 


Today's Topics: 
10meters (Give it to CB) 
1500 watts too much? 
ARRL BULLETIN 32 ARLBO32 
CW = effective utilization? 
00 != Slow 
re: 1500 watts 


Send Replies or notes for publication to: <Ham-Policy@UCSD.Edu> 
Send subscription requests to: <Ham-Policy-REQUEST@UCSD.Edu> 
Problems you can't solve otherwise to brian@ucsd.edu. 


Archives of past issues of the Ham-Policy Digest are available 
(by FTP only) from UCSD.Edu in directory "mailarchives/ham-policy". 


We trust that readers are intelligent enough to realize that all text 
herein consists of personal comments and does not represent the official 
policies or positions of any party. Your mileage may vary. So there. 


Date: 19 Apr 1993 12:09:01 -0700 

From: unogate!news.service.uci.edu!usc!zaphod.mps.ohio-state.edu! 
saimiri.primate.wisc.edu!eng.ufl.edu!usenet.cis.ufl.edu!caen!sol.ctr.columbia.edu! 
eff!ssd.intel.com!ichips!ornews@mvb.saic.com 

Subject: 10meters (Give it to CB) 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


In article <1993Apr16.223346.5508@hpcvaac.cv.hp.com> billn@hpcvaac.cv.hp.com (bill 
nelson) writes: 

poe etre uucp (Roger Bly) writes: 

stated this intent. That is great, but I think we all would like to see some 
spectrum remain focused on experimentation, public service, etc. I would 
rather the new citizen bands be new allocations, but would settle for 10m, 

etc. being reallocated to CB. 


VN oe Ne NON 


>Why 10m? You would just have the same problems that occur on the current 
>11m band. It should be put up around 700Mhz - where skip is not a real 


>problem. After all, CB is supposedly for local communication. 

> 

700 Mhz would provide some truly awful point-to-point propagation 

so I suppose some folks, particularly hams, would feel the unwashed 
masses inhabiting the current CB allocations would be served their 
due justice. 

Somewhere I read that the frequencies between 25-30 Mhz were best for 
maximum ground wave propagation due to most bending of waves versus 
least atmospheric disturbance. The maximum reasonable size for a 
mobile 1/4 wave whip may also have something to do with it. I don't 
believe the effects of periodic skip conditions on 10-11 meters were 
properly understood or accounted for when the band was reallocated 

to CB class D. 

Its pretty obivious to me that more spectrum is needed for those not 
knowledgeable about blue LEDs and such. I guess more UHF TV channels 
could be stolen as the cellular boys did but propagation would suffer. 
In any case hams should be more supportive of CB needs and less 
critical of their operations. Otherwise 10 meters may become a 
defacto CB band if it hasn't in some places already. 


WA7LDV 


Date: 18 Apr 93 23:38:32 EDT 

From: psinntp!arrl.org@uunet.uu.net 
Subject: 1500 watts too much? 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


Jay correctly points out that QST isn't the forum for describing 

a large project completely--there just isn't enough space. (Though 
Space was made available for Maxwell's series on transmission lines 
and antennas). But, if you hadn't noticed, it is possible to do 

an overview in QST, make template package available for circuit 
board artwork, make code available through Internet, and publish 
the gory detail in QEX. Or, there is always the possibility of 
publishing a book to cover a really big effort, such as AMRAD's 
experimentation with Spread Spectrum. 


Of course, this is just what we have been able to do so far... 
No telling what someone else might be able to do with better 
information technology. 


Zack Lau) KH6CP/1 
Internet: zlau@arrl.org "Working" on 24 GHz SSB/CW gear 


Operating Interests: 10 GHz CW/SSB/FM 
US Mail: c/o ARRL Lab 80/40/20 CW 


225 Main Street Station capability: QRP, 1.8 MHz to 10 GHz 
Newington CT 06111 modes: CW/SSB/FM/packet 
amtor/baudot 
Phone (if you really have to): 203-666-1541 


In rec.radio.amateur.policy, jmaynard@nyx.cs.du.edu (Jay Maynard) writes: 

>In article <1384@arrl.org> zlau@arrl.org (Zack Lau) writes: 

>>Contrast that to say, 2 meter FM repeater controllers or antennas 

>>optimized for repeaters (down-tilt, anyone?). I don't see a lot 

>>of people devoting hundreds of hours to really great work--and 

>>then giving it away like some EME types. 

> 

>I'm one of a team of folks developing a high-performance, multi-radio (up to 8 
>repeaters, links, or remote bases in any combination) repeater controller 
>based on the NEC V25 (8088-compatible, with extra goodies). It's a *LARGEx 
>project; the software alone has taken us well over 2 years of hard work, and 
>there's much more in sight. Quite aside from the issues of whether or not all 
>of the group's members would wish to give away that much hard work, there's 
>the small problem of size: there are four different PC boards, and over 
>30,000 lines of code, involved. That's much larger than a Yagi antenna design, 
>and wouldn't fit in less than about 6 QST articles... None of us are 


Date: 19 Apr 93 15:23:04 GMT 

From: sdd.hp.com!nigel.msen.com!caen!uwm.edu!msuinfo!netnews.upenn.edu!dsinc! 
gvls1!ean@network.UCSD.EDU 

Subject: ARRL BULLETIN 32 ARLBO32 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


In article <wd6cmuC5Lpq3.DIz@netcom.com> wd6écmu@netcom.com (Eric Williams) writes: 
>Tom Blackwell (Tom.Blackwell@£7009.n124.z1.fidonet.org) wrote (quoting ARRL): 
",.. It appears that the control operator 

: take corrective action where necessary. Therefore, in addition to 

holding the originating station licensee and control station 

operator accountable, we propose to add new Section 97.217 to the 

rules to also hold the control operator of the first forwarding 

station accountable for communications transmitted within a message 

forwarding system." 


VVVVV VV MV 


>So what happens when everybody is running TCP/IP and the originating 
>station *isx the first forwarding station in the system? Sounds like 
>this is a quote from the old boy's club, where it is implied that the 
>repeater owner inherently has a better sense of what is good operating 
>practice than the repeater user. This model doesn't hold up in a modern 
>digital network. 

> 


This would seem to take into account the originator of the message 
claiming that someone else pirated his call (as in the infamous 
900 message that started the whole thing). 


Although the call of the first forwarding station or BBS could also 
be faked, it is harder to do than just changing "MYCALL" in your TNC. 


As we all know, there are idiots in every organization (including 
internet users) and they will on occasion use someone elses, or make 
up calls. 


Ed Naratil (All standard disclaimers apply) 
Amateur Packet: w3bnr@N3LA.d#epa.PA.USA.NA ean@VFL.Paramax.COM 


Date: Mon, 19 Apr 93 15:51:19 GMT 

From: usc!howland.reston.ans.net!agate!headwall.Stanford.EDU!nntp.Stanford.EDU! 
umunhum! paulf@network.UCSD.EDU 

Subject: CW = effective utilization? 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


In article <1993Apri8. 214352 .952@nntpd2.cxo.dec.com> little@nuts2u.enet.dec.com 
(nuts2u::little) writes: 

>So what do learning plateaus have to do with licensing. I suspect the same 
>argument could be made for whistling AFSK 300 baud packet. Maybe we should 
>first learn to whistle 50 baud RTTY and then graduate to 300 baud packet. 
>Extras would be required to whistle 1200 baud packet. Collect countries or 
>grid squares, I'm sure there are plateaus there too. Should they become 
>licensing requirements? 


Yes, but unlike whistling AFSK 300 baud packet, learning CW does actually 
produce a useful and desirable communications skill, which is more spectrally 
efficient than the alternatives. Greater speed increases the likelihood 

of use, so it's something to be encouraged. Given the limited capacity of 
the bands, and how close to capacity the SSB portion is already, it only 
makes sense to encourage a mode that takes up 100 Hz instead of 2400... 


-=Paul Flaherty, N9FZX | "Just name a hero, and I'll prove he's a bum." 
->paulf@Stanford.EDU | -- Col. Gregory "Pappy" Boyington, USMC (ret) 


Date: Mon, 19 Apr 1993 19:47:33 GMT 
From: pa.dec.com!nntpd2.cxo.dec.com!nuts2u.enet.dec.com! little@decwrl.dec.com 
Subject: O00 != Slow 


To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 
paulf@umunhum.stanford.edu (Paul Flaherty) writes: 


>"3wpm" doesn't constitute learning morse code any more than learning the 
>alphabet constitutes learning a language. Effectively eliminating morse 
>code from HF will double the loading in the overcrowded HF bands. 


Ah, now we've really gotten to the heart of the matter. It's called 
"keeping people out". That's sounds like the underlying principle to me. 


>Object oriented languages are slick for formulation, but their generated code 
>leaves something to be desired when performance is a prime consideration. 
>Thus, while it's really easy to write signal and bit processing software in 
>OOPS, it's seldom done. But, should I ever have to write software for a 
>machine that's bogged down by a WIMP interface, the learning experience may 
>prove useful. 


Another great generalization, and like its predecessors in this thread, 
also wrong. That same argument was used to argue against relational 
databases, 3GL's, and just about every other innovation in computers. 
Judging the performance of a new paradigm based upon the generated code of 
some compiler is completely bogus. 


>efficient than the alternatives. Greater speed increases the likelihood 
>of use, so it's something to be encouraged. Given the limited capacity of 
>the bands, and how close to capacity the SSB portion is already, it only 
>makes sense to encourage a mode that takes up 100 Hz instead of 2400... 


If movement to the CW portions of the band is the solution, what makes you 
think requiring it as a licensing requirement will motivate amateurs to 
move off of the SSB segments any more than CW's "spectral efficiency", 
lower utilization of its segments, and its ability to cut through the QRM 
will get them to move? What a crock. Let's bring back smoke signals, 
there's lots of under utilized air in the country. ;-) 


73, 
Todd 
NOMWB 


Date: Mon, 19 Apr 1993 12:26:59 GMT 

From: news.Hawaii.Edu!uhunix.uhcc.Hawaii.Edu!shalamsk@ames.arpa 
Subject: re: 1500 watts 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


(Excellent explanation of why filters are not included in consumer 


electronics equipment deleted) 


The problem these days is, if you live in a city (and I think most Americans 
do) then you live near 20 million CBers, 500,000 hams, Police, Fire, Taxi, 
Pager, Cellphones, and of course the local 100 kW FM and TV boradcasters. 


I can't use my boom box to record stuff at home -- pagers get into it 
very badly. 


So, if only people would complain to the FCC and manufacturers, instead of 
blaming "that ham down the street", we might actually tip the scales so that 
the greedy companies will find it cheaper to build things right. 


(Did I mention that my home stereo picks up TV sync buzz better than anything 
I can radiate?) 


Aloha, 
John KI9U/KH6 


INTERNET: shalamsk@uhunix.uhcc.hawaiil.edu, kj9u@uhm.ampr.org 
I speak for no one other than myself, of course. 


Date: Mon, 19 Apr 93 15:43:35 GMT 

From: usc!howland.reston.ans.net!agate!headwall.Stanford.EDU!nntp.Stanford.EDU! 
umunhum! paulf@network.UCSD.EDU 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <1993Apr18 .032936.15117@nntpd2.cxo.dec.com>, 
<C501r9.5x5@news.Hawaii.Edu>, <1qsg2v$n7j@apple.com>um 
Subject : Re: CW = effective utilization? 


In article <1qsg2v$n7j@apple.com> kchen@apple.com (Kok Chen) writes: 
>For that matter, I am all for a flat licensing system. No code 
>above 30 Mc/s and 3 wpm for full HF privileges. 


"3wpm" doesn't constitute learning morse code any more than learning the 
alphabet constitutes learning a language. Effectively eliminating morse 
code from HF will double the loading in the overcrowded HF bands. 


>Let's turn the table around: why is it that few of the "old 
>generation" ever got off their butts and get "motivated" to learn 
>object oriented programming? Must be something wrong with them, 
>huh? Damn, maybe them folks are just as lazy as the young ‘uns. 


Object oriented languages are slick for formulation, but their generated code 
leaves something to be desired when performance is a prime consideration. 
Thus, while it's really easy to write signal and bit processing software in 
OOPS, it's seldom done. But, should I ever have to write software for a 
machine that's bogged down by a WIMP interface, the learning experience may 
prove useful. 


-=Paul Flaherty, N9FZX | "Just name a hero, and I'll prove he's a bum." 
->paulf@Stanford.EDU | -- Col. Gregory "Pappy" Boyington, USMC (ret) 


Date: Mon, 19 Apr 1993 12:55:55 GMT 
From: news.Hawaii.Edu!uhunix.uhcc.Hawaii.Edu!shalamsk@ames.arpa 
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <734085538.FQQ0003@ocitor.fidonet>, <wd6cmuC5Lpq3.DIz@netcom.com>, 
<930418 .180836.5U6.rusnews.wl65w@mooch.sbs.com>p 
Subject : Re: ARRL BULLETIN 32 ARLBO32 


In article <930418.180836.5U6.rusnews.w165w@mooch.sbs.com> system@mooch.sbs.com 
(Christopher Ogren) writes: 

>I am somewhat disappointed with how the auto-forwarding issue is being 
>handled. It seems to me that the first forwarding station being held 
>repsonsible for messages sent through his/her station is too cumbersome. I 
>suppose it gives some persons comfort to think there is someone else to 
>blame. Why not just make the person who edited the original message 
>responsible for the content of his/her own email or bulletin? 

> 


>Christopher system@mooch.sbs.com 

> nm1iz@switch.wicg-9.ampr.org 

> NM1Z @ KAZRCI.RI.USA.NA 

I think that you are overlooking the "easy way out" -- KH6ZZZ sends a 


blatantly business message to all@ww on KJ9U PBBS. When the FCC sends 
KH6ZZZ a pink slip, KH6ZZZ says "I was framed! Someone out there bootlegged 
my callsign to get me into trouble." 


Now, if there were some way to authenticate users on a PBBS, I'd want 
each person to take responsibility for their postings and thus spare me 
the chore of monitoring their mail. But until then the FCC needs someone 
to lean on... at least they aren't going to go after every PBBS in the 
forwarding chain! 


73 de KI9U/KH6 


INTERNET: shalamsk@uhunix.uhcc.hawaii.edu, kj9u@uhm.ampr.org 
I speak for no one other than myself, of course. 


Date: Mon, 19 Apr 93 15:48:48 GMT 

From: usc!howland.reston.ans.net!europa.eng.gtefsd.com!emory!sol.ctr.columbia.edu! 
destroyer!cs.ubc.ca!unixg.ubc.ca!kakwa.ucs.ualberta.ca!alberta!adec23! 
mark@network.UCSD.EDU 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <1993Apr1r16.192230.10540@VFL.Paramax.COM>, 
<1993Apr18 .032936.15117@nntpd2.cxo.dec.com>, <C501r9.5x5@news.Hawaii.Edu>unixg 
Subject : Re: CW = effective utilization? 


jherman@uhunix.uhcc.Hawaii.Edu (Jef£ Herman) writes: 


>Todd, it has been pointed out to you that these code speeds, 5, 13, and 20 
>wpm, represent natural learning plateaus for almost everyone; maybe a 
>physiologist would be able to explain why we encounter these plateaus. 

5 - can count dits and dahs, and has memorized the CW table 

9 - absolute maximum a human can ever reach without the CW ears 
(hearing ‘sound' and directly relating that to a letter, 
but rather hearing dits and dahs, doing mental table lookup 
and translating that to spoken/written letters) 

13 - The point xjust*x before hearing words rather than just letters. 

18 - throws away paddles because doesn't want to build up muscles 
anymore. Can copy anyone below this speed SOLID, hears 
cuagn sn, hw, fer, solid, shalom/god bless, good, john, joe, 
don, harry, dick as words). 

20 - xmustx be hearing words, still ends up copying some words as a 
series of letters (copy of less than 7wpm, and around 15wpm is 
sketchy at times :-) 

40 - ltrs? wht r thy? fer chrst saik spk nglsh 


>Equipment for no other mode can be constructed so 
>easily with so few components with so little backround in radio theory; 
NOT ! 


The reason why is that when conditions DROP, CW gets through. It is the 
lowest common denominator for international communications. It breaks 
language, accent and conditions barriers like no other mode. Anyone that 
communicates over homebrew, dx, or chats with friends across the country 
or around the world WILL use CW at one time or another. 


>a novice can take the components from a junked TV and build a qrp cw xmtr 


>with little effort, and in the process of tuning and tweaking and modifying 
>and improving his/her little xmtr builds a base knowledge to go on into 
>other areas ofthe hobby. 

Low ideals ... anyone that figures they will go to the trouble of building, 
will probably at least also have AM and/or FM too (varacter diode, that's all 
on the Transmitter, a discriminator chip on the receiver). Some may attack 

a transverter (or just a receiving converter) instead, simpler than a 

cw rig, and uses their existing equipment. 


>As someone else so eloquently put it, "Quit whinning and just learn the 
>code". 

This is true, if you hit the 10wpm barrier, you will be pissed tho' You 

should have learned it as ‘sounds' and ignored the chart ... (just give 

the sounds a name, you can fix it up later). Farnsworth is the best 

way of getting to 13wpm (fast, with oodles of intercharacter space). 


Ciao -- Mark 


Date: Mon, 19 Apr 93 16:16:10 GMT 

From: usc!sdd.hp.com!nigel.msen.com!caen!destroyer!cs.ubc.ca!unixg.ubc.ca! 
kakwa.ucs.ualberta.ca!alberta!adec23!mark@network.UCSD.EDU 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <734085538.FQQ0003@ocitor.fidonet>, <wd6cmuC5Lpq3.DIz@netcom.com>, 
<930418 .180836.5U6.rusnews.w165w@mooch.sbs.com>rta 
Subject : Re: ARRL BULLETIN 32 ARLBO32 


system@mooch.sbs.com (Christopher Ogren) writes: 


>Why not just make the person who edited the original message 
>responsible for the content of his/her own email or bulletin? 


Well, isn't he the first forwarding station too? The paper trail points 
squarely! 


(SB ALL @ WW < NOTME) 73 de VE6MGS/Mark -sk- 


Date: Mon, 19 Apr 93 07:44:33 PDT 
From: almaden.ibm.com@uunet.uu.net 
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <734085538.FQQ0003@ocitor.fidonet>, <wd6cmuC5Lpq3.DIz@netcom.com>, 
<930418 .180836.5U6.rusnews.w165w@mooch.sbs.com> 


Subject : Re: ARRL BULLETIN 32 ARLBO32 


In <C5qEL7.8HL@news.Hawaii.Edu> John Paul Shalamskas writes: 

Sides 

> 

>Now, if there were some way to authenticate users on a PBBS, I'd want 
>each person to take responsibility for their postings and thus spare me 
>the chore of monitoring their mail. But until then the FCC needs someone 


>to lean on... at least they aren't going to go after every PBBS in the 
>forwarding chain! 

> 

pees 


This is an optional feature on the AA4RE BBS program. You can make 
the user authenticate either before logging on or before issuing the 
send command. The authentication scheme is a challenge/response type 
so it's fairly secure for radio operations. 


Roy, AAARE 


Date: Mon, 19 Apr 1993 16:43:22 GMT 

From: swrinde!zaphod.mps.ohio-state.edu! howland.reston.ans.net!gatech!kd4nc!ke4zv! 
gary@network.UCSD.EDU 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <626@toontown.ColumbiaSC.NCR.COM>, <C5119v.5rv@fmsystm.ncoast.org>, 
<930418 .133623.7K4.rusnews.w1l65w@mooch.sbs.com> 

Reply-To : gary@ke4zv.UUCP (Gary Coffman) 

Subject : Re: Just waiting the OFs out 


In article <930418.133623.7K4.rusnews.wl65w@mooch.sbs.com> system@mooch.sbs.com 
(Christopher Ogren) writes: 

>differ. You and your merry bunch of CB transplants will never take 

>over. I guess you haven't read recently of the IARU's reaffirmation of 

>the need for morse code. And I believe it is HR-73 pending? If that 

>passes we can slowly quench these cry baby nocoders who want hf 


The IARU is a creature of the ARRL, but it doesn't control international 
regulations. That's the province of WARCs that establish treaty 
requirements for the ITU regulations. The IARU is usually granted 
xobserverx status at WARCs, but it has no authority. The last WARC 
dropped the Morse requirement down to 30 MHz from the previous 50 

MHz. The international regulations have never imposed a Morse speed 
requirement, they only require that the applicants for operator 
priviledges below 30 MHz demonstrate the ability to xsend by hand 

and *xreceive by earx texts in International Code. Anyone licensed 


in recent years in the US has not complied with this requirement. 
And waivers for deaf or motor function impaired people are also 
violations of this text. In addition, an administration may take 
exception to these requirements by filing such at a WARC. Japan 
has done so, thus code free operators there may already use HF. 


HR-73 is silent on the code issue. It's purely a spectrum protection 
measure that has failed to pass Congress so far. It requires that 
spectrum taken from the amateur service be reasonably replaced by 
other spectrum so that there is no net loss to the amateur community. 
With other interests clamoring for spectrum, it likely doesn't have 
a snowball's chance of passing this session either. 


The Communications Act of 1934, our basic communications law that 

set up the FCC, is also silent on Morse. It does say that the 

FCC's responsiblity is "For the purpose of regulating interstate 

and foreign commerce in communications by wire and radio so as to 
make available, so far as possible, to xallx the people of the United 
States, a rapid, efficient, nationwide and worldwide wire and 

radio communications service..." In regard to amateur operations, 

it says "Study xnewx uses for radio, provide for experimental uses 

of frequencies, and generally to encourage the xlargerx and *more 
effectivex use of radio in the public interest". 


I don't see anything in there requiring protection of antique methods 

of operation. Indeed the thrust is toward inclusiveness and innovation 

in radio usage. Remember spark had just been banned when this legislation 
was written. The intent was to xadvancex radio, and citizen participation 
in it, not retard it. 


Gary 

Gary Coffman KE4ZV 
Destructive Testing Systems 
534 Shannon Way 
Lawrenceville, GA 30244 


You make it, 
we break it. 
Guaranteed! 


gatech!wa4mei! ke4zv! gary 
uunet!rsiatl!ke4zv! gary 
emory!kd4nc!ke4zv! gary 


Date: Sun, 18 Apr 1993 04:22:06 GMT 
From: valinor.mythical.com!n5ial!jim@uunet.uu.net 
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <11947@prijat.cs.uofs.edu>, <-LVV5JOXZ@linac.fnal.gov>, 
<11953@prijat.cs.uofs.edu>p 
Subject : Re: 1500 watts too much? 


In article <11953@prijat.cs.uofs.edu> bill@triangle.cs.uofs.edu 


(Bill Gunshannon) writes: 

>In article <-LVV5JOXZ@linac.fnal.gov>, carlson@linac.fnal.gov 

>(Kermit Carlson) writes: 

>> p.s. care to include EME as legimate use of power? 

>NO. [....] 

>NASA did it years ago. What does it accomplish today?? What practical 
>use does it provide?? What are you learning that wasn't learned in the 


>60'S?? 


oh, I see. so if it's been done before, we shouldn't be doing it, is that 
right? ok, eliminate all of the following modes/activities: 


1) basically everything on hf, except perhaps for CLOVER and PacTOR. 


2) any FM communications ... that's old stuff for sure. 
3) satellite ops ... been done for years. 
4) working the shuttle (or other spacecraft) ... hell, NASA did this 


*xkxkLONG*x*x* before Amateur Radio did. (yes, I realize that this is 
basically a dupe of #3, but it's a popular area of interest under 
the satellite umbrella, so I added it, too.) 

5) microwave communications ... telcos, IXCs, and private corporations 
have been at this for years, too. 

6) any interest in spread spectrum is right out, since the military 
did this long, long ago. 


7) antenna experimenting ... this has been done for many, many years, 
too. what more could possibly be done in this area? 

8) designing better equipment ... nope, that's been done before, too. 
hell, we all know that you can't improve on spark gap....anything 


that appears to be better is just a figment of your imagination. 
I could go on for a long time, but I think you get the idea.... 


now, if you want to look at things from a more realistic viewpoint, there 
is still a lot that can be gained from EME (I don't work EME, but I know 
enough from my telecom background to at least list a few obvious ones). 
let's see, things like better antenna systems, better gear (lower noise 
temp. being high on the list), and so on. of course, by your logic, this 
is all impossible, since people have been working on these things for so 
many years.... 


as far as microwave communications, satellite work (including the shuttle), 
spread spectrum (which I'd personally like to get into if I had the $$$ 
and gear for microwave freqs), antenna experimentation (I particularly 
enjoy working out antenna systems for restricted space, since I live in an 
apartment), and so on, there are still lots of things that can be done 
that haven't been done before. just because a mode of communications is 


old does not imply in any way that there is nothing to learn there, nor 
does it imply that there aren't technological improvements to be made there. 


and beyond that, it really doesn't matter anyways....who said that for 
Amateur Radio communications to be worthwhile, that there's a requirement 
that they be dedicated to developing some new technology? sure, that's one 
of the really fun parts, and if I had the budget, I'd personally rather 
spend a lot more time doing that, but there are other aspects to the hobby. 


I'm rambling...an obvious sign that it's time to finish trying to get 
caught up with several days worth of news that finally got through this 
afternoon, and get some sleep so I can get up and go fishing in the 
morning (priorities, you know). 


--jim 
#include <std_disclaimer.h> 73 DE N5IAL (/4) 
INTERNET: jim@n5ial.mythical.com | j.graham@ieee.org ICBM: 30.23N 86.32W 
AMATEUR RADIO: n5ial@w4zbb (Ft. Walton Beach, FL) AMTOR SELCAL: NIAL 


End of Ham-Policy Digest V93 #104 
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